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THE CHARIOTEER OF AMPHION AT DELPHI 



The deciphering of a large part of the line erased from 
the single extant block of the base of the Cyrenean offering at 
Delphi has given rise to an extensive literature on the subject.^ 
A large part of this literature, however, has served to propound 
and in turn disprove various theories, so that it may be fairly 
said that the exegesis of the monument has advanced but 
little since the appearance of Svoronos's article, cited in the 
bibliography.2 I believe, however, that it is now possible, 
thanks to a good suggestion of Robert and to the investigations 
of Pomtow, to further materially the claims of the Cyrenean 
party. I shall also endeavor to show the untenability of the 
claims of those who still champion the Syracusan origin of 
the monument and whose position is stated and discussed in 
extenso by Pomtow. 

My restoration of the inscription {A.J.A. 1906, p. 152) was 
based on the assumption that the original and the subsequent 
dedications consisted of but two hexameter verses each, and 

1 To simplify matters the full bibliography is given here and references will 
be made by citing author and page : HomoUe, C. B. Acad. Insc. 1896, pp. 178, 
186, 362-388; B.C.H. 1897, pp. 579, 581 ff. ; Mon. Plot, IV, 1897, pp. 169- 
208 ; Fouilles de Delphes, pi. xlix, 1. Schroder, Arch. Anz. 1902, cols. 12 f. 
Mahler, Jh. Oest. Arch. I. Ill, pp. 142-145. Svoronos, T6 iv 'ASiimts '^BviKhv 
Mouo-eiop, reOxos 3-4, a. 132-134 ; Berl. Phil. W. 1906, col. 1549. Washburn, ihid. 
cols. 1358-1.360 ; A.J.A. 1906, pp. 151-153. Von Duhn, Ath. Mitt. 1906, pp. 
421-429. Furtwangler, Sitzb. Mun. Akad. 1907, pp. 157 ff. Robert, Got- 
tinger Nachrichten, 1907, pp. 258-262. Lermann, Altgr. Plastik, pp. 150 ff. 
(this work has been accessible to me only through Trendelenburg's review 
in W. kl. Phil. 1907, cols. 708 t). Pomtow, Sitzb. Mun. Akad. 1907, pp. 
241-329. Reinach, B. Arch. IX, 1907, p. 330. Lechat, ibid. XI, 1908, pp. 
126-130. Studniczka, Jb. Arch. I. 1907, pp. 133-138. 

2 The articles by Studniczka and Lechat may be taken as best stating the 
present views of those who support Svoronos's theory that our monument was 
dedicated in honor of Battus of Cyrene. They omit one or two impossible 
hypotheses of the Greek investigator and incorporate the most important sug- 
gestions of other archaeologists. 
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this was, in turn, based on the assumed correctness of Homolle's 
reconstruction of the pedestal (see Pomtow, Fig. 7, p. 270). 

It is not, however, as yet established that a fore foot of one 
of the chariot horses must have occupied each or any of the 
cavities on the top of the block which has come down to us 
(for convenience to be referred to as block B), and if it should 
be proved by later investigation that the single fore foot which 
we have from the monument (Pomtow, p. 266, Inv. No. 3597) 
fits the central cavity of block B, it will not be possible to 
show that any of the six missing hind feet would not have 
fitted as well. Furthermore, Pomtow has shown conclusively 
(p. 277) that a horse to stand with his fore feet as far apart 
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Figure 1. — Plan of Base, 

as indicated by the hoof marks to the left on block B (see 
Fig. 1) would need to be a foot taller than the largest horses 
of the present day. Since the charioteer is of normal height, 
we cannot assume horses of more than life size. Similarly 
the hoof marks to the right on block B are much too close 
together, and we are thus forced to the conclusion that the 
hoof marks on the block are those of the hind hoofs of the 
team. Admitting this, we must assume further that the in- 
scription ran along at the side of the team rather than, as is 
generally assumed, in front of the horses, else it would have 
been hidden by the other blocks of the pedestal. The accom- 
panying sketch, which is a modification of Furtwangler's recon- 
struction (see Pomtow, p. 278, Fig. 10) will make this clear. 
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I have chosen to represent the team advancing from the 
spectator's left to the right rather than in the opposite direc- 
tion for the following reasons: (1) the charioteer turns his 
head somewhat to his right, i.e. toward the spectator as he 
stands in front of the dedication, while by the other arrange- 
ment he would be turned away from him ; ^ (2) this arrange- 
ment brings block B and the charioteer, which were found 
together, into closer proximity, and is especially important if 
we assume that the monument was thrown down by violence 
and not purposely buried (vid. infra). 

Pomtow has also shown (p. 273) that the head of a horse 
at rest reaches 60 or 65 cm. in front of the line of the hoofs. 
Since, however, Pausanias describes the group as containing a 
iigure of Cyrene leading or holding the horses by the bridle,^ 
we must make room for her on the pedestal. This is possible 
only by assuming that it was five blocks long, since there is 
no room for Cyrene at the side of the team^ (cf. the Duke 
of Louie relief, Studniczka, p. 133). The pole horses, as 
block B indicates, were somewhat in advance of the trace 
horses. In this way the symmetry of the group would be main- 
tained, and there would be sufficient room for the chariot 
itself on the pedestal. 

Assuming then a pedestal five blocks long and four deep, 
with the inscription running as indicated, Robert's suggestion 
of a four-verse dedication becomes, if not a necessity, at 
least extremely probable. But the verses which Robert has 
written, while in themselves most admirable, do not fit the 
circumstances of dedication or the evidence of Pausanias. 

1 Few will agree with the assertion of BuUe (see Pomtow, p. 318) that our 
statue "ist ein Wagenlenker, kein KOnig," and therefore of secondary impor- 
tance. Cf. Furtwangler, p. 159 ; Studniczka, p. 136 ; Lechat, p. 129. 

2 It is by no means certain that the hand and arm which have been assigned 
to Cyrene really belong to her. The arm does not bend at the elbow as would 
be necessary if Cyrene were not tugging at the reins, and furthermore, was the 
goddess left-handed? This fragment may have been apart of "Libya" or of 
some unnamed member of the group, or if it belonged to Cyrene, it probably 
held some attribute. The arm is reproduced by HomoUe, Mon. Plot, p. 173. 

^ To increase the depth of the base and place the iivloxos on the side opposite 
the inscription is out of the question, as she is one of the principal figures 
of the monument, and could not be subordinated by being placed behind the 
team. 
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This Pomtow, Studniczka, and others 

have shown conclusively. With some z UJ w 

changes, however, out of Robert's verses s o 5 

and my own as already published, a 

restoration can be made, which, I be- z ^ w o!. yi 

lieve, will fit all the requirements of ^ ~ 

the situation and at the same time leave 

little to be desired in the way of metri- 

cal swing. t= ^ o ^^ ^ o 



It will be seen that a number of con- >- ^ P § z o 

ditions, all of which seem essential to — < ^i < "^ JI4 

our hypothesis, are met : (1) only half o < < < < ^ 
of the original inscription was altered 

when the dedication was changed; ^ < s ^ < 2 
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(2) the space of fifteen letters is w q! 1 ® ^ S 
allowed for a normal line in block A 
(in the first line of the original in- 
scription thirteen letters are assigned 
to this block; this allows for the extra 
breadth of the M, which occurs twice; 
in the second line the two iotas are 
given the space of a single letter); 

(3) this arrangement allows fifteen 
letters each for blocks B, C, and D, 
and eleven for block E at the extreme 
right; (4) the A.§ following the verb 
in verse 1 of the original reading are 
restored to the only word which seems 
possible, and in such a way that the 
verse is made to agree with the histori- 
cal tradition regarding the victories of 
Arcesilas (Robert, p. 260) ;i (5) perhaps 

1 The monument must date from 460 b.c, the 
year of the Olympian victory, rather than from 
462 B.C. Verse 4 is the well-known line of Simo- 
nides, £?. 68 (59), vs. 6: 

Kai atptv d.^^€L 
air&v t' tipetav KKriSiva xal Twrifxav. 

I do not wish to assert or even imply that this 
fourth verse actually was written on the pedestal, 
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the most successful innovation in the above lines is the assign- 
ing of the caesura in vs. a, 1 to its proper place by putting 
APKESIAAS in the second foot. 

I have assumed that the original intention was to dedicate 
the charioteer as Arcesilas IV, winner of the chariot races (of 
course by proxy but nevertheless winner i), for why should 
Arcesilas dedicate a Battus when he, Arcesilas, had won the 
crown and claimed the glory (cf. Studniczka, p. 136; Robert, p. 
219). It was on this same assumption that I proposed the 
name of Nike for the figure which was placing the crown on 
the head of Arcesilas, and this view I still hold.^ 

When at length the people of Cyrene drove out the tyrant 
Arcesilas they were unwilling to honor him by sending his statue 
and his inscription to be set up at Delphi. The group was 
ready, however, and could be used, and so the order was given 
to change the inscription of dedication in such a way that 
the offering would reflect credit on a state "much to be 
envied" because freed from a hateful tyrant. Arcesilas was 
renamed Battus, while "Nike" became Libya, and Cyrene, 
the rjvio'xp'i? remained unchanged. If Arcesilas had intended 
to honor Battus by dedicating him as charioteer, there would 
be no reason for including both Libya and Cyrene in the 
group. But granted the situation outlined above, the dupli- 
cation of a patron deity would be less objectionable, and 
the part played in the group by Battus at least capable of 
explanation. 

With the foregoing the constructive part of my article ends ; 
but inasmuch as Pomtow has attacked the Battus theory in his 
article, I wish to call attention to the weakness of his own 
position, for it is my firm conviction that every serious argu- 
ment which he brings forward can be refuted. 

but it at least gives the general trend of what was written there and seems 
to fit as if composed by the great poet for this very dedication. 

I I am entirely in the dark as to the reasons for Furtwangler's objection to 
this assumption (p. 169). His statement and Robert's arguments are refuted 
by Studniczka and Leohat. 

^ Cf., however, Studniczka, p. 135. 

* It is unfortunate in the extreme that Furtwangler, Robert, Von Duhn, 
and Pomtow should neglect Svoronos's explanation of this word, which refers 
not to the charioteer in the car, but to Cyrene, who was leading, or holding, the 
horses by the bridle. Cf. Studniczka and Lechat. 
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In the first place the correctness of my reading of the par- 
tially erased line is called in question. Naturally these letters 
do not appear as distinctly on the stone as do those which took 
their place, but a denial of their existence certainly ought not 
to be based on a squeeze. 

To support the theory that the charioteer was originally 
dedicated by Polyzalus, the brother of Hiero of Syracuse, Pom- 
tow argues (pp. 242 ff.) that the extant remains of the group, 
together with the block from the base, were intentionally trans- 
ported from their place adjacent to the Deinomenid tripods to the 
room in which they were found, to be concealed there, and that 
the most precious part, the body of the charioteer, was pro- 
tected in its place of concealment by a carefully constructed cov- 
ering of six layers of tiles and earth. This hypothesis can, of 
course, be authoritatively answered only by the excavators, but 
until they shall confirm its correctness, it must be rejected for 
the following reasons: (1) it is based only on a conversation, held 
ten years after the excavations, with a workman who assisted 
in unearthing the statue, but reported at second hand ; (2) it 
differs materially from the report published by HomoUe (C. M. 
Acad. Insc. p. 363) at the time of the discovery ; (3) it does not 
explain just why the body (minus the head and one arm, or 
perhaps even minus everything from the waist up) of the char- 
ioteer should have been so carefully concealed, but the other 
members of the group, with a portion of the pedestal, tumbled 
in such confusion into the pit ; (4) we should have to take as 
seriously meant Pomtow's assumption (p. 253): "wenn der 
unbekannte gutige Erretter des Denkmals einst so viel Kunst- 
verstandniss besass, die Bronzegruppe zu verbergen, so diirfen 
wir ihm auch so viel historische Kenntniss und so viel Pietat 
zutrauen, dass er die Inschrift mit dem beriilimten Polyzalosna- 
men von dem Anathem nicht trennen, sondern sie den spaten 
Nachkommen" (twentieth century archaeologists?) "aufbe- 
wahren woUte als ein sehr wesentliches Mittel zum Verstand- 
niss des Denkmals, seiner Zeit und seines Stifters " ! and we 
should also have to assume a remarkable lack of consideration, 
on the part of this ancient benefactor, in so carefully concealing 
the body apart from the head of the statue; (5) it is suggested 
that this group was transported to its place of concealment to 
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save it from being taken to Rome by the commissioners of Nero 
— as if such a proceeding would have been attempted or could 
have been successfully carried out in the face of an imperial 
decree — and that later the other parts of this group wete dug 
out and restored to their ancient standing place, but on this 
occasion "das Kostbarste, der Wagenlenker" was overlooked 
and neglected and so preserved to us ; ^ (6) moreover, even if 
we should grant the truth of all these remarkable assertions, 
they would argue no more distinctly that the fragments came 
from a Deinomeuid group than that they were a part of the 
votive offering of the Cyreneans, unless of course we can con- 
nect them in some way with the Syracusan monuments. 

The second part of Pomtow's article deals with the original 
position of the group in the precinct at Delphi. It discusses 
the possible sites (paying no attention to the probable position 
of the Cyrenean group which PauSanias saw and described), 
describes in detail the remains from the Deinomenid tripods, 
etc., with which we are not now concerned, and fixes on the 
next foundation to the west of the tripods of Thrasybulus and 
Polyzalus as that which supported the charioteer and block B, 
together with the whole group to which these fragments belong. 
The arguments which are introduced to prove that block B and 
this foundation belong together are (pp. 260 ff.) that both are 
trapezoidal and that five times the width of the front of block B 
equals the width of the surface on which the monument was 
erected. With regard to the trapezoidal shapes it is enough 
to say that block B increases in width from the front toward 
the back, whereas the foundation was supposed to decrease in 
width in the same direction. Pomtow himself on another page 
(280 f.) gives up this argument in view of the fact that later 
measurements show that the foundation was in reality rectangu- 
lar. Now these same measurements further show that the foun- 
dation is in reality 18 cm. broader than had been assumed, 
but we are asked, in Pomtow's revision of his own article 
(pp. 280 f.) to have the same implicit faith in the multiple 
five, for now five times the average width of the block equals 

1 On p. 279, to support a different argument the " Wagenlenker " Is reduced 
to a mere " Kutscher," whereas the " Hauptperson, der Herr der Quadriga " 
stands on his left, concealing him largely from the view of spectators. 
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84 -I- 9^ 
" exactly" the width of the foundations: 5 x '- '^ — = 4.425. 

But allowing the benefit of an error of several millimetres in 
his reckoning (4.38 -f- 5= .876 and not .872 for the average 
space of the blocks on the foundation), there is still a discrep- 
ancy of 4.5 cm. between the width of the five blocks (4.425 m.) 
and the measured width of the foundations (4.38 m.). 

Such arguments as these could be better used to show the 
contrary of Pomtow's conclusions. They are absolutely with- 
out value to connect the charioteer with the foundations next 
to the Deinomenid tripods, and so Von Duhn's observation 
(pp. 424 f.), "Hochstens von oben herab, aber nie von unten 
herauf kann derselbe auf seinen Fundort gelangt sein," must 
be taken to represent the true state of affairs. 

The third section of Pomtow's article discusses the remains 
of the group, but does not touch upon the attribution to any 
city or artist. We are, however, here indebted to our author 
for the publication of some material which was n5t hitherto 
accessible. 

The fourth section is an attempt at reconstruction of the 
pedestal. We might, however, have been spared the long 
argument, for Pomtow retracts his conclusions in a " Nachtrag " 
on pp. 328 f. 

Section 1 of Part II of Pomtow's article is a catalogue of the 
votive offerings of the Deinomenids. Section 2 is devoted to 
the dedicatory inscription of the charioteer. On the evidence 
of the Arcesilas cylix, which Kirchoff cites as a trustworthy 
example of Cyrenean writing of the sixth century,^ where it is 
of course to be dated, but which Pomtow cites, at least by 
implication, as evidence for the fifth century, we are told that 
the inscription on block B cannot be Cyrenean. I think it will 
be apparent that the inscriptions of a single sixth century vase 
cannot be used as conclusive evidence of the style of writing of 
the period about 460. By exactly parallel evidence we could 

1 Kirchoff, Gesch. d. griech. Alphabets, p. 65. " Wlr diirfen die Aufschriften 
der genannten Vase {C.I.Cr. Ttbl) unbedenklich als Belege kyrenaischer 
Sohreibweise des 6 Jahrhunderts betraohten und verwerthen." On Cyrenean 
pottery ct Dugas and Laurent, B. Arch. X, 1907, p. 45, who argue that it is to 
be dated prior to 526 b.c. 
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at least show from the Corinthian pinakes with M = o- ; S = i; 
15 = e and rU = yS that the inscription on our base could not 
belong to the Corinthian group, as Pomtow maintains. In the 
absence of further Cyrenean inscriptions, there is little room 
for argument from this source either for or against our hy- 
pothesis. That there can be little objection on epigraphical 
grounds to considering our monument Cyrenean is indicated 
by the fact that in the third edition of Rohl's Imagines Inscr. 
G-raec. the inscription finds a place in the Thera-Cyrene group. ^ 
Part II, Section 3, contains a recapitulation of the points, 
claimed as established through the arguments of the preceding 
pages, and to these we may now direct our attention. 

1. " The dedicator of the monument was a Dorian prince 
(or state)." This seems probable because of the dialect of the 
inscription. 

2. " The earlier inscription was written in the alphabet and 
dialect of this Dorian prince." 

3. " The line in rasura was probably chiselled by an Ionian." 
It may have been. Note, however, E = »/ in ANE0EKE. 

4. "This Ionian was probably the artist of the group." 
This is purely hypothetical, and cannot be admitted as an 
established fact. 

5. " He was during or after the erection of the monument 
entrusted by the heir or deputy of the dedicator of the monu- 
ment, who had in the meantime died or who was unable to per- 
form the duties of government, with the alteration of the 
inscription." This also is purely hypothetical, and therefore 
of no value as an argument. The inscription may have been 
changed for one of a dozen reasons equally good ; " par suite 
de.guerres et de troubles." ^ 

6. " This alteration he caused to be chiselled in a Doric dia- 
lect but in Ionic characters in rasura." Cf. 3, above. 

7. "It was desired to retain as much as possible of the 
original dedication, and for that reason the amendment can 
hardly have included more than the half of it, i.e., let us say, 
one hexameter." This point may be conceded. 

8. " The e with four horizontal bars of the original alphabet 

1 See Pomtow, p. 296, n. 2. This e(}itioii is not yet accessible to me here. 

2 HomoUe, C. B. Acad. Insc. 1896, p. 377. 
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indicates neither Boeotia (Tanagra) nor Gela (Pantares) as 
seemed to be the case ; it is altogether of little importance in 
determining the alphabet." In view of the monumental char- 
acter of this inscription it would seem more reasonable to assign 
the letter to an alphabet about which we are poorly informed. 

9. "The writing belongs rather to the small Corinthian 
group of cities, one of which is Syracuse."' Pomtow has him- 
self furnished suitable comment on this in footnote 2, p. 296. 
Quoting from Rohl, he says, " If for archaeological reasons an 
earlier date (than 462) is to be assumed for statue and inscrip- 
tion, there would be no objection to the proposed Syracusan 
character of the older inscription." 

10. " If it should seem advisable to assign it to Syracuse, it 
would be younger than the dedicatory inscriptions of Gelon 
and Hiero, i.e., at least 5-10 years later than 474 B.C." 

Pomtow next considers in the light of these "postulates" 
the explanations of the statue by various archaeologists. De- 
voting a few words to Homolle's views and to Schroder's, he 
states Svoronos's theory, and rejects it chiefly on the ground 
that it has been disproved by Homolle and Von Duhn, and 
partly because it is at variance with his postulate, 4 above. 
Now it is no longer possible to treat the arguments of Svoronos 
with contempt, as was unfortunately too long the practice, and 
it is not true that they have been disproved, as Studniczka and 
Lechat have shown in their articles cited above, and as Furt- 
wangler would doubtless have admitted had he seen Svoronos's 
article in To iv 'AO^vuk 'EOvikov Movaeiov.^ 

The next few paragraphs are devoted to my article in A.J.A. 
1906, pp. 157 ff. The restoration there proposed is rejected for 
several reasons, but perhaps chiefly because of a fancied objec- 
tion to the use of TroXv^aXo? as an adjective. This suggestion 
has been adopted by Robert, Furtwangler, Studniczka, Lechat, 
and others, but to Pomtow it seems ridiculous (I am translating 
his exclamation point) that the demos of Cyrene should call 
itself " much envied " or " much to be envied," ^ and he gives 

1 Cf. Furtwangler, pp. 157 ff. 

* Cf. Pomtow, p. 310, n. 1, where I am also charged with not having looked 
to the meaning of TroXiifaXos in making this suggestion. I must admit that it 
never occurred to me to interpret it in the sense of " envious," " jealous," " all- 



208 OLIVER M. WASHBURN 

further indication of the panic into which this explanation has 
thrown the supporters of Syracuse when he remarks, " The least 
conceivable probability resides in this part of Washburn's inter- 
pretation because the adjective ^ occurs but three times in all 
Greek literature, whereas the proper name IloXu^aXo? is found 
dozens of times." 

In this way I believe I have answered conclusively all the 
vital objections which Pomtow raises against the "Battus- 
myth." Furthermore, it must not be lost from sight that 
there is at present no evidence whatsoever for the Hiero 
theory, but that the fragments of our group agree in every 
detail with Pausanias's description of the offering of the 
Cyreneans; that they agree without ascribing to him any 
error of any sort ; and that the inscription can now be restored 
to meet all reasonable requirements of the remains, of history, 
of philology, and of archaeological probability.^ 

Olivbk M. Washbukn. 

University of California, 
May, 1908. 

admired," or even " laudis cupidus" (Reinaoh, p. 330), but since the noun f^Xos 
has a passive as well as an active meaning and since the active meaning of 
iroXiifaXos is Obviously impossible, not only here but wherever the word occurs, 
it did not seem necessary to discuss its connotation. The possibility of iroXi^a- 
Xos in the sense of " much to be envied" is a matter of taste. To me it seems 
thoroughly justifiable as the epithet of a city which had just won its liberties. 

^ All these examples are in the same period as the charioteer inscription. 

* " Der Stil bildet kein Hindernis die Statue auf das Werk des Amphion 
zurttckzufUhren." — Furtwangler, pp. 159 ff. 



